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Comments on the proposed precedence of NEMONYCHIDAE Bedel, November 1882, 
over CIMBERIDIDAE Gozis, March 1882, and the proposed conservation of usage of 
Cimberis Gozis, 1881 (Insecta, Coleoptera) 

(Case 3093; see BZN 60: 275-280) 


(1) Analia A. Lanteri 
Museo de La Plata, Universidad Nacional de La Plata, 1900 La Plata, Argentina 


I write in support of the proposal by Christopher Lyal and Miguel Alonso- 
Zarazaga regarding the conservation of the family name NEMONYCHIDAE Bedel, 
November 1882 by giving it precedence over CIMERIDIDAE Gozis, March 1882. 
Without any doubt the proposed conservation of the name will help the stability of 
weevil nomenclature. I have carefully read Case 3093 and I consider that the proposal 
is well justified. 


(2) Antonio Velazquez de Castro 


Departamento de Biologia Animal, Facultad de Biologia, Universidad Complutense 
de Madrid, Spain 


I have read Case 3093 concerning NEMONYCHIDAE and I write in support of the 
point of view of the authors. I have been working with CURCULIONOIDEA for 20 years 
and I agree with the opinion of the authors. 


(3) Marek Wanat 
Museum of Natural History, Sienkiewicza 21, PL 50-335 Wroclaw, Poland 


I support the proposals by Lyal & Alonso-Zarazaga. The situation concerning 
the family name NEMONYCHIDAE is long-known and one of the most complicated 
nomenclatural problems involving family-group names in Coleoptera. I think that 
these proposals provide the best solution for the conservation of NEMONYCHIDAE as 
the valid name for this weevil family. 

Conservation of the current usage of Cimberis Gozis, 1881 and the designation of 
Rhinomacer attelaboides Fabricius, 1787 as its type species would best serve stability 
of the nomenclature in this group. 


Comment on the proposed precedence of Bolboceras Kirby, 1819 (July) (Insecta, 
Coleoptera) over Odonteus Samouelle, 1819 (June) 
(Case 3097; see BZN 59: 246-248, 280-281; 60: 303-311; 61: 43-45, 110-114) 


Ales Smetana 


Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, Central Experimental Farm, K.W. Neatby 
Bldg., Ottawa, ON KIA OC6, Canada 


Before the manuscript of Case 3097 was submitted for publication, I was given by 
the junior author (Howden) the opportunity to comment on it. I pointed out a 
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number of inaccuracies and errors that actually made the Case unacceptable for 
consideration. I offered to discuss the matter further, but was never approached. 

The authors demonstrated either a remarkable ignorance of nomenclatural 
principles, or more likely chose to manipulate and / or circumvent them by presenting 
incorrect evidence in their crusade against Odonteus. 

My criticisms are as follows (in the sequence as the matter appeared in the text of 
the original application): 

1. The type species of Odonteus is Scarabaeus mobilicornis Fabricius, 1775, not 
Scarabaeus mobilicornis Marsham, 1802. There is no ‘Scarabaeus mobilicornis 
Marsham, 1802’. Marsham’s usage is a subsequent reference to Scarabaeus mobili- 
cornis Fabricius, 1775, since Marsham clearly cited Fabricius as the author. To state 
that Scarabaeus mobilicornis Marsham, 1802 ‘is a junior primary homonym’ of 
Scarabaeus mobilicornis Fabricius, 1775 is therefore an incorrect, misleading state- 
ment. Consequently, paragraphs 2(b) and 3(b) in the application (BZN 59: 247) are 
particularly unacceptable. 

2. Odontaeus Dejean, 1821 is undoubtedly an incorrect subsequent spelling of 
Odonteus Samouelle, 1819, as was correctly pointed out by Krell et al. (BZN 60: 304). 
The argument by Jameson & Howden (BZN 61: 44) that Odontaeus Dejean, 1821 
represents a different taxon because Dejean included, in addition to the type species, 
several additional previously described species, is difficult to comprehend and is 
erroneous. Since when does a monotypic genus become a different taxon when 
additional species are subsequently added? The statement that “Samouelle (1819) 
attributed Odonteus to Köppe, whereas Dejean (1821) attributed Odontaeus to 
Megerle’ is insignificant and misleading. The act of publication of Odonteus / 
Odontaeus was clearly done by Samouelle and by Dejean. Neither Köppe nor 
Megerle had anything to do with it. At the time (early 19th century) it was often 
customary to mention the names of collectors / dealers from whom materials were 
obtained. I cannot help feeling that these arguments, as well as many other 
statements, were used by the authors in an attempt to introduce into the case 
confusion and instability which in fact do not exist. The fact that Cartwright (1953, 
p. 96) synonymized Odontaeus Dejean with Bolboceras Kirby is irrelevant and the act 
was invalid anyway. 

3. The statement that ‘the name Odonteus was not used after initial publication 
until . . . Krell (1990)’ is incorrect and misleading, as already pointed out by Krell 
et al. (BZN 60: 304). It was based on the erroneous concept that Odontaeus 
Dejean, 1821 is a taxon different from Odonteus Samouelle (see para. 2 above). 
I fully agree with the comments by Krell et al. (BZN 60: 304) who documented the 
established and frequent use of Odonteus in Europe in taxonomic, faunistic and 
conservation literature in a long list of references. The validity of this stands 
and is not affected by the attempt by Jameson & Howden (BZN 61: 44) to discredit 
most of the references given by Krell et al. (BZN 60: 304) by using Article 23.9.6 
incorrectly. 

4. The usage of Odonteus Samouelle, 1819 does not seriously cause ‘further 
nomenclatural confusion due to its homonymy with Odonteus Agassiz, 1838’. The 
name Odonteus Agassiz, 1838 (Pisces), conveniently not mentioned by Jameson & 
Howden (BZN 61: 43), was given the replacement name Odonteobolca by Krell in 
1991, 
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5. In the dispute about the type species of Bolboceras Kirby, 1819, Jameson & 
Howden (BZN 60: 304) stated that ‘Curtis (1829, p. 259) unequivocally established 
the type species of Bolboceras Kirby as Scarabaeus mobilicornis Fabricius’. Curtis’s 
designation of ‘Scarabaeus mobilicornis Fabricius’ was an invalid act because 
Scarabaeus mobilicornis Fabricius was not one of the originally included species. 
Krell et al. (BZN 60: 307) were, therefore, correct in requesting that the Commission 
designate Scarabaeus quadridens Fabricius, 1781 as the type species of Bolboceras 
Kirby, 1819, since it is one of the three originally included species (‘quadridens Linn.’, 
cephus and australasiae) and the species upon which Kirby erected the genus 
Bolboceras. 

6. The reference for Kirby (1819) given in Jameson & Howden (BZN 59: 248) is not 
quite correct. They were, in fact, referring to the article (XXVIII) immediately 
following the article ‘A century of insects.......X XVII)’ given in their references. The 
correct reference for Kirby (1819) is given below. 

In summary, due to the numerous erroneous and misleading statements in the 
application, as well as in the subsequent comments by Jameson & Howden (BZN 61: 
43-45), some of which were already noted by Krell et al. (BZN 60: 303), I seriously 
question the validity of Case 3097. Therefore, I strongly oppose Jameson & 
Howden’s application to give Bolboceras Kirby, 1819 (July) precedence over 
Odonteus Samouelle, 1819 (June) and fully support the alternative proposals to the 
Commission by Krell et al. (BZN 60: 307). 


Additional references 


Kirby W. 1819. XXVIII. Description of several new species of insects collected in New Holland 
by Robert Brown. Esq. F.R.S. Lib. Linn. Soc. Transactions of the Linnean Society of 
London, 12: 454- 478. 

Krell, F.-T. 1991. Odonteobolca nom. nov. for Odonteus Agassiz, [1838] (Osteichthyes, 
Perciformes). Bulletin du Muséum national d'Histoire naturelle, section C, 12: 351-352. 


Comments on the proposed conservation of the specific name of Macropodus 
concolor Ahl, 1937 (Osteichthyes, Perciformes) 
(Case 3255; see BZN 60: 206-207; 61: 114-116) 


(1) Hans-Joachim Paepke 


clo Museum für Naturkunde der Humboldt—Universitdt, Institut fiir Systematische 
Zoologie, Invalidenstrasse 43, D-10115, Berlin, Germany 


In response to the comment by Kottelat et al. (BZN 61: 114-116), I and the authors 
of the application can only hope that the Commission does not follow their 
recommendation to reject the proposals. The application to conserve the specific 
name of Macropodus concolor Ahl, 1937 was correctly prepared and contained good 
arguments. We hope that the Commission will approve the proposals published in 
BZN 60: 207. 


(2) Jorg Freyhof 
Institute of Freshwater Ecology and Inland Fisheries, Miiggelseedamm 310, 12561 
Berlin, Germany 


